Abstract: While a growing literature relates macro variation in corruption to ethnic divisions, existing studies have paid little attention to the possible existence of systematic micro variation in corruption along ethnic lines. The present paper examines whether individual corruption experiences vary systematically depending on ethnic group affiliation, and what the nature of this possible variation is. More specifically, it considers the effect of belonging to influential ethnic groups. Empirical findings drawing on data for more than 23,000 respondents in 17 African countries indeed suggest that individual corruption experiences vary systematically along ethnic lines. Belonging to influential ethnic groups -in terms of relative group size or relative economic and political standing -is associated with a greater probability of having experienced corruption.
Introduction
Sub-Saharan Africa is not only the poorest region in the world; it is also home to some of the world's most corrupt and ethnically fragmented countries. Perhaps as a consequence, a growing literature relates corruption and poor quality of government more generally to ethnic divisions (see e.g. Mauro, 1995; Easterly and Levine, 1997; LaPorta et al., 1999; Treisman, 2000; Alesina et al., 2003) . However, while existing studies have investigated macro -and to a lesser extent, meso -variation in ethnic divisions and corruption outcomes, there is a lack of work focusing on the possible existence of systematic individual variation in corruption experiences based in ethnic affiliations. * University of Gothenburg, Department of Economics; The Nordic Africa Institute, Uppsala.
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The present paper explores variation in individual corruption experiences along ethnic lines. Drawing on recent data on over 23,000 respondents in 17 African countries, the aim is to examine whether individual corruption experiences vary systematically depending on ethnic group affiliation, and if they do, what is the nature of this variation. More specifically, it considers the effect of belonging to influential ethnic groups -in terms of relative group size or relative economic and political standing -arguing that this should help proxy for a greater probability that the encountered public official is a co-ethnic. The empirical findings indeed suggest that individual corruption experiences vary systematically along ethnic lines.
Belonging to influential ethnic groups is associated with a greater probability of having experienced corruption, seemingly suggesting more corruption among co-ethnics and supporting the idea that enforcement mechanisms within ethnic groups could act to strengthen corrupt contracts. However, the results depend on the type of corruption considered; focusing on a more clearly extortive form of corruption, there is less evidence of collusive behaviour.
Several studies suggest that corruption is more prevalent in more ethnically fragmented countries (Mauro, 1995; LaPorta et al., 1999; Treisman, 2000; Alesina et al., 2003) . While one cannot draw causal conclusions based on this cross-country correlation pattern -ethnic fractionalization is likely to pick up omitted factors related to corruption (e.g. level of economic development, see La Porta el al., 1999, and Treisman, 2000) -it is interesting to note that there is within-country evidence also pointing to more corruption in ethnically fragmented locations. In a study on corruption in an Indonesian anti-poverty programme distributing subsidized rice, Olken (2006) finds that areas with higher within-village ethnic fragmentation have a higher likelihood of experiencing corruption. Similarly, considering variation within the U.S., Glaeser and Saks (2006) find higher levels of corruption in more racially fragmented states, controlling for state differences in income, education, population size and degree of urbanization.
Furthermore, some recent studies stress the role of ethnic inequalities and ethnic segregation. Alesina et al. (2012) find that countries with higher levels of ethnic inequality, i.e. economic inequalities across ethnic groups within countries (see also Baldwin and Huber, 2010) , tend to have higher levels of corruption. Similarly, Alesina and Zhuravskaya (2011) find that more ethnically segregated countries, i.e. those where groups live more geographically separated, tend to score worse on a number of quality of government indicators, including corruption control.
Observing macro and meso level relationships between corruption and these ethnic 
Corruption along ethnic lines: theoretical background
Thinking of corruption as the misuse of public office for private gain (Rose-Ackerman, 1975; Bardhan, 1997) , one can assume that the public official weighs the benefits of corrupt behaviour against its costs and then chooses to establish a corrupt relationship when the former outweigh the latter (see the reasoning in Glaeser and Saks, 2006) . While the benefits of corruption have to do with the public official's ability to extract resources for personal gain, which is in turn related to the size of the bureaucracy and the level of discretion s/he has over the provision of government goods, its costs originate in the probability of, and the penalties from, being caught (see e.g. Shleifer and Vishny, 1993) .
In line with this, it has been suggested that ethnic divisions impact corruption by reducing the popular will to oppose corrupt politicians (see e.g. Glaeser and Saks, 2006; Banerjee and Pande, 2007) . The argument is that redistribution across ethnic groups (see e.g. Burgess et al., 2009, and Franck and Rainer, 2011) makes people support candidates from their own ethnic group, even if s/he is known to be corrupt, and by doing so decrease the cost of corruption. Presumably, acceptance of high level corruption -i.e. corruption among elected leaderscould then translate into a greater acceptance of corruption among lower level public officials too. Through these mechanisms related to ethnic divisions, society risks being infested by corruption. However, the suggested increase in corruption might well affect the ethnically divided society across the board; individual corruption experiences need not vary depending on specific ethnic affiliations.
A slightly different (but not mutually exclusive) approach is to argue that the likelihood that a corrupt relationship is established depends on the ethnic affiliations of the individuals involved. While this view suggests that individual corruption exposure should vary systematically along ethnic lines, the predicted nature of this variation is not all clear. Habyarimana et al. (2007) situations where the government official has the discretionary power to refuse or delay a service that the individual is legally entitled to in order to extract a rent. As such, it can be seen as a form of blackmailing that is beneficial to the bribe-taker but imposes additional costs on the bribe-giver. Collusive corruption, on the other hand, is mutually beneficial to both the bribe-taker and the bribe-giver, meaning that upholding the corrupt relationship lies in the interest of both parties involved (see e.g. Brunetti and Weder, 2003; and Foellmi and Oechslin, 2007) . Whereas collusive corruption often refers to situations where the individual is involved in illegal activity (e.g. bribing a tax auditor to overlook a case of tax evasion), extortive corruption suggests no blame on the part of the individual.
A shared culture -language, experience etc. -may make co-ethnics more effective than non-co-ethnics in communicating and working together and in establishing cooperative norms, and a shared membership in a social network may enable co-ethnics to find, and punish, non-cooperators. Viewing ethnic groups as institutions for collective action, this argument can reasonably be extended to a broad range of outcomes that depend on collective efforts (Kimenyi, 2006; Habyarimana et al., 2007) .
Still, the distinction between extortive and collusive corruption is by no means clear-cut and reasonably needs to be judged on a scale rather than as two distinct categories. In particular, even if the individual is in fact legally entitled to the service in question, the bribe could be framed and perceived as mutually beneficial to both the individual and the public official. In order to collect a bribe, the public official may use his/her discretionary power to deny the individual a service (e.g. a government permit) that s/he is legally entitled to. Yet, with widespread corruption and in the presence of pervasive and cumbersome regulations, the corrupt transaction may well be framed as necessary 'speed money' used as a means to cut red tape. In order to collect bribes and reduce the likelihood of being reported, the corrupt public official has an incentive to convince the individual that the corrupt transaction is in 1 An alternative explanation to low public goods provision in ethnically diverse societies is that heterogeneous preferences across ethnic groups make it difficult to pull resources together for public projects (see e.g. Alesina et al., 1999) .
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their common interest (Bardhan, 1997 
That is, the probability that individual i has experienced corruption in the last year is taken to depend on affiliation with an influential ethnic group 
Dependent variable
In Section 2, corruption was defined as 'the misuse of public office for private gain'. The dependent variable is meant to capture individual experiences with corruption in dealing with public officials. That is, the focus is on individuals' direct experiences with petty corruption as opposed to their perceptions of grand corruption higher up in government. The first dependent variable is a dummy variable taking the value one if, in the past year, the respondent has 'had to pay a bribe, give a gift, or do a favour to government officials in order to get a document or permit'. Those with no experience of the activity during the period -23 7 percent of the full sample -are left out of the estimation (variation in the tendency to apply for documents and permits is investigated in Section 4.2). When a government official collects bribes for providing 'documents and permits', they charge personally for goods that the state officially owns, thereby 'misusing public office for private gain', in line with the above definition of corruption. 4 Given how the survey question is phrased (asking whether the respondent 'had to pay a bribe') and what information respondents can be expected to willingly disclose, this indicator should pick up situations where services that citizens are legally entitled to are conditioned upon paying a bribe (see the discussion in Bauhr and Nasiritousi, 2011) . However, as discussed in Section 2, in order to collect bribes and reduce the likelihood of being reported, the corrupt public official has an incentive to convince the individual that the corrupt transaction is in their common interest. Hence, even if the individual is legally entitled to the service in question, the bribe paid to the public official could be framed and perceived as beneficial to both parties, e.g. as necessary 'speed money' to cut red tape. An application procedure for a government permit is arguably relatively non-transparent and difficult for the individual to monitor, enabling the public official to frame the corrupt transaction as mutually beneficial. Moreover, documents and permits are not demanded for their own sake, but rather to comply with regulations that restrict economic activity, meaning that there are most likely economic stakes involved for the individual. Having one's permit request put at the top rather than the bottom of a pile of applications could have significant consequences for one's earning opportunities. Against this background, it seems reasonable that the corrupt transactions captured in the documents/permits measure could contain an element of collusion.
In the overall sample, of those who applied for a document or permit during the last year, roughly 20 per cent had experienced corruption (Table A1 ). There is substantial country variation though, with the share ranging from around 1 per cent in Botswana to around 33 per cent in Kenya (country heterogeneity in results is explored in Section 4.2).
To investigate whether this affects to what extent co-ethnics uphold or prevent corrupt relationships, the results using the documents/permits measure will be compared with the findings one gets when using an indicator capturing corruption that is more clearly extortive. 8 Specifically, a dummy variable taking the value one if, in the past year, the respondent has 'had to pay a bribe, give a gift, or do a favour to government officials in order to get water or sanitation services' is used (again, leaving those with no experience of the activity during the period out of the estimation). Unlike applications for documents and permits, which could be difficult for the individual to monitor and which could have important consequences for his/her earnings opportunities, this indicator concerns access to a basic service. Arguably, conditioning basic water or sanitation services upon paying a bribe is more clearly a case of non-collusive, or extortive, corruption. If anything, we should thus expect less corruption among co-ethnics when using this indicator.
Explanatory variables
The main explanatory variables focus on ethnic group affiliations. Although measures of different ethnic groupings are commonly used in the economics literature,
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To proxy for ethnic group affiliations, the following question is used: 'Which [Ghanaian/Kenyan/etc.] language is your home language? That is, the language of your group of origin.' While ethnicity and language are not synonymous -several ethnic groups could share a lingua franca or subgroups of the same ethnicity may speak distinct dialects -it is commonly used to capture ethnic affiliations. Presenting the findings of the first round of the Afrobarometer, Bratton et al. (2005, p. 428) argue that 'language remains the best single marker of cultural identity and is used by Africans themselves as a quick and reliable way to it is important to note that ethnicity is a complex concept that does not lend itself to easy measurement (see e.g. Horowitz, 1985) . In the words of Erdmann (2007, p. 11) it 'denotes a historically and socially constructed identity […] that is multifaceted, changeable and has multiple meanings', or as Fearon (2003) puts it -it is a 'slippery concept'. In line with this description, ethnic groups are thought of as socially constructed identities (rather than biologically given entities) originating in a shared culture. While there is not necessarily one right way to specify the set of ethnic groups in a country, implicit in the notion of an ethnic group is the idea that members and non-members recognize the distinction between groups, meaning that a reasonable list of ethnic groups in a country should depend on what people in the country themselves identify as relevant ethnic groupings (Fearon, 2003) . 9 attribute ethnicity' (see also the discussion in Posner, 2003, and in Cheeseman and Ford, 2007) . 6 The estimations of primary interest rather focus on whether the respondents belong to influential groups -in terms of size, economic or political influence -arguing that this should help proxy for a greater probability that the encountered public official is a co-ethnic.
Considering relative group size, compared with someone who is a member of a smaller group, the mere fact that the member of a larger group has a greater number of co-ethnics should arguably translate into this individual having a greater probability of encountering a public official who is a co-ethnic. In terms of group size, the main variable of interest is a dummy indicating whether the respondent belongs to the country's largest ethnic group, i.e. the largest language group in the country sample. To investigate whether belonging to the largest ethnic group has a threshold effect on corruption or if corruption experiences vary linearly with group size, the group's population share in the country (i.e. the share of the survey respondents in the country speaking the concerned language) is also considered.
The rich data material allows for construction of roughly 330 ethnic group dummies.
However, these will merely be used to get a rough picture of whether there is in fact systematic variation in corruption experiences depending on ethnic group affiliations (i.e. their individual estimates will not be interpreted).
However, the recruitment of public officials may not be neutral. Rather, there is evidence suggesting that nepotism and a tendency of rulers to recruit bureaucrats primarily from their own ethnic group is a common problem in many African countries (Kimenyi, 2006) . Moreover, the largest group in the country does not necessarily need to be the group that is closest to the ruling elite. Therefore, being affiliated to an ethnic group that is relatively privileged is used as an additional proxy for a greater probability of the bribe-taker being a co-ethnic. Two variables intended to capture the relative economic and political standing of the respondents' respective ethnic groups are used: a dummy variable taking the value one if the respondent considers that s/he belongs to an ethnic group with better economic conditions than other ethnic groups in the country, and an equivalent dummy indicating whether the 10 respondent considers that s/he belongs to an ethnic group with more political influence than other groups in the country.
We should control for other factors -not depending on individual ethnic affiliationspossibly affecting the costs and benefits of corruption to the public official, as well for factors affecting to what extent the respondent is exposed to situations where corrupt transactions might take place. Just as the individual being a co-ethnic or a non-co-ethnic could potentially affect the public official's judgment of the costs and benefits of a corrupt transaction (e.g. originating in the perceived likelihood of being reported or in the individual's perceived ability to pay), so could presumably other socio-demographic characteristics of the individual.
Moreover, the individual's socio-demographic characteristics presumably also affect to what extent s/he is exposed to situations where corrupt transactions might take place -with respect to the corruption measure in focus, meaning the extent to which s/he applies for 'documents and permits'. Hence, controls for the age, gender, urban/rural residence, level of education, religious affiliation, employment status and economic standing of respondents are included.
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Considering that the average level of corruption is likely to vary across regions depending on the composition of the population residing there, controls for sub-national regional 8 averages in terms of education, employment, economic standing, rurality (the share of respondents living in rural areas) and religion are also included. Finally, country dummies are included to control for country variation in average corruption levels. For variable descriptions and summary statistics, see Tables A1-A2 .
Results
This section examines empirically whether individual corruption experiences vary systematically depending on ethnic group affiliations, and the nature of this possible variation.
After considering the results of the benchmark estimations, alternative specifications are evaluated.
Main findings
First of all, the empirical findings indeed suggest that individual corruption experiences vary systematically along ethnic lines. Running regressions including the around 330 ethnic group dummies (and control variables), they are clearly jointly important for determining corruption experiences.
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The first corruption measure considers experience with corruption when applying for documents and permits. Compared with someone belonging to a smaller group, an individual belonging to the largest ethnic group in a country is around 3 percentage points more likely to have experienced corruption when applying for documents and permits in the past year (Table   1 ). This result remains in the face of both individual and regional controls. Similarly, when considering the group share measure (Table 2 , Panel A), individuals belonging to larger ethnic groups to a greater extent tend to have experienced corruption. Hence, there is seemingly not only a threshold effect of belonging to the country's largest group, but also a more general trend suggesting a greater tendency for having experienced corruption in larger ethnic groups. Again, this result remains in the face of both individual and regional controls.
If belonging to a larger ethnic group helps proxy for a greater probability of the encountered public official being a co-ethnic, these results thus seem to imply more corruption among coethnics.
Performing log likelihood ratio tests where the unrestricted model includes the ethnic group dummies and the restricted model does not, the null-hypothesis that excluding the ethnic group dummies does not affect the explanatory power of the model can be firmly rejected for both corruption outcomes. More interesting for our purposes, however, is that belonging to influential ethnic groups -in terms of relative group size or relative economic and political standing -is seemingly a relevant determinant of individual experiences with corruption.
As discussed in Section 2, however, the fact that the recruitment of public officials may not be neutral and that the largest group in the country need not necessarily be the group that is closest to the ruling elite, we should also consider measures focusing on the groups' relative economic and political standing. As it turns out, though, the results of empirical estimations using these measures have similar implications. In line with the relative group size estimates, they suggest that individuals who belong to an economically better off group or a group 12 judged as having more political influence than other groups in their country (Table 2 , Panels B-C) are about 2 percentage points more likely to experience corruption. While compared with the group size estimates these parameters are somewhat less precisely estimated, they are positive in all estimations and tend to become more precisely estimated when including regional controls and controls for individual socio-economic standing. Hence, for our first corruption measure, intended to capture corrupt transactions containing an element of collusion, the empirical results as expected seem to suggest more corruption among coethnics, i.e. that ethnic ties are used to uphold rather than prevent corrupt relationships.
To investigate whether this result changes when using an indicator capturing corruption that is more clearly extortive, let us consider estimations focusing on whether the respondents have experience of basic water or sanitation services being conditioned upon paying a bribe (see the discussion in Section 3). The results when using this alternative corruption measure (Table 3) suggest no systematic variation in corruption experiences depending on the size of the respondent's ethnic group. Belonging to a group judged as economically better off, on the other hand, is again positively associated with corruption experiences (for groups judged as having more political influence, the positive parameter is not quite statistically significant).
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Hence, as expected, using an alternative measure intended to capture corruption that is not to the same extent collusive, there is less evidence of more corruption among co-ethnics. If anything, However, the 'influential ethnic group' parameters are still, if anything, positive.
Importantly then, whereas the extent to which co-ethnics uphold corrupt relationships seems to vary with the type of corrupt transaction considered, the empirical findings provide no evidence for co-ethnics acting to prevent corrupt transactions.
Further testing
Our first corruption measure focuses on experiences with corruption when applying for 'documents and permits'. A reasonable worry is that the result that members of larger and more economically/politically influential groups experience more corruption is driven by members of these groups being more economically active and thus more exposed to situations potentially involving corruption. Controls for individual economic standing, employment and education, as well as a number of other socio-demographic variables, are intended to capture variation in the tendency to apply for documents and permits. 13 However, to further explore whether this could be what drives the results, an alternative set of estimations (Table A3) focuses on whether the respondents have in fact applied for a document or permit during the past year. Reassuringly, using a dummy variable indicating whether the respondent never applied for a document or permit as dependent variable, none of the ethnic group parameters come out anywhere near statistically significant.
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In terms of group size, so far we have considered the respective ethnic groups' relative size within the country. However, it might be that an effect of belonging to a large group operates at a local rather than national level. Hence, in an alternative set of estimations, a dummy indicating whether the respondent belongs to the largest ethnic group in his/her region of residence is used instead (the results are available upon request). While this too comes out positively related to individual corruption experiences as measured by the documents and permits indicator, the marginal effects are not statistically significant at conventional levels (using the alternative water and sanitation corruption measure there is still no effect of belonging to the majority group). However, considering the risk that the survey misrepresents the sub-national spatial distribution of ethnic groups -it is not necessarily representative at the regional level -and the endogeneity concern that arises due to within-country mobility of ethnic group members (see the discussion in Alesina and Zhuravskaya, 2011), these results need to be interpreted with care.
Doing the same for our alternative corruption measure, i.e. considering a dummy variable indicating whether the respondent never attempted to get water and sanitation services in the past year, the findings are again reassuring in that none of the ethnic group parameters are anywhere close to statistically significant (the results are available upon request).
Presumably, the effects of ethnic ties should be more pronounced if people have strong ethnic identities than if they care little about their ethnic backgrounds. However, our main ethnic affiliation variable, indicating whether the respondents belong to their country's largest ethnic group, does not reveal whether people in fact identify in ethnic terms. To explore to what extent the results are affected by the salience of individual ethnic identities, a dummy variable indicating whether the respondent identifies more strongly with their ethnic group 11 Moreover, one can note that for several of the socio-demographic controls, the results in this estimation are the mirror image of what can be observed in estimations using corruption experience as dependent variable -that is, variables associated with less corruption are associated with a greater probability of never having applied for a document or permit (and vice versa). The ethnic group variables, on the other hand, are significantly related to corruption but not to whether the individual has ever applied for a document or permit, arguably adding support to that we pick up ethnic group variation in corruption rather than in economic activity.
than with their country is included 12 and interacted with the dummy for belonging to the largest ethnic group (the results are available upon request). While the 'largest ethnic group' and the 'ethnic identity' measures each independently come out positively related to having experienced corruption when applying for documents and permits, the results do not suggest a statistically significant interaction effect between the two, 13 Moreover, alternative estimations suggest no statistically significant effect of the regional share with ethnic identities, nor an interaction effect between this measure and belonging to the largest ethnic group in the region (as noted, however, this measure is not ideal).
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First of all, the size and number of ethnic groups could presumably affect the results. The size of groups should matter for whether they serve as viable bases for political coalition building and is thereby likely to affect the political landscape and the salience attached to group divisions (Posner, 2004) . If a country has many ethnic groups and none are large enough to mobilize around politically, the ethnic group divisions need not become politically salient. Moreover, if no group has a clear majority position, this should make the supposed link between belonging to the largest ethnic group and the encountered public official being a co-ethnic less clear. Yet on the other hand, very large groups might be less cohesive than smaller groups; if almost the entire population have the same ethnic background, people may be less inclined to attach importance to ethnic divisions. In Tanzania the largest ethnic group consists of around 18 percent of the population, In Zimbabwe the equivalent figure is 82 percent ( Figure A3 ). It thus seems reasonable to explore this source of heterogeneity.
The baseline regression is first run excluding the five countries whose largest ethnic group is comparatively small (Table A4 , Sample 1), and then leaving out the five countries where the population share of the largest group is comparatively great (Table A4 , Sample 2).
In a similar fashion, the five countries with the highest and lowest number of ethnic groups are excluded (Table A4 , Samples 3 and 4, respectively). The positive and statistically significant relationship between belonging to a country's largest ethnic group and having experienced corruption when applying for documents and permits remains in all concerned sub-samples.
Aggregating the ethnic identity measure used above (indicating whether respondents identify more strongly with their ethnic group than with their country), it is possible to explore country variation in the salience of ethnic divisions more directly. Running the baseline regression first excluding the five countries where the smallest share of respondents identify themselves in ethnic terms (Table A4 , Sample 5), and second leaving out the five countries where the largest share of respondents do so (Table A4 , Sample 6), the main results again stand in both sub-samples. If anything, and somewhat puzzling, the 'largest ethnic group' effect is greater and more precisely estimated when excluding the countries with supposedly stronger ethnic identifications. However, when comparing across countries it is not ideal to use a measure that depends not only on the strength of respondents' ethnic identification but also on their feelings towards their country. Even if citizens in country A identify themselves more strongly in ethnic terms than citizens in country B, the measure could suggest otherwise simply because citizens in country A identify more strongly with their country.
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An alternative is to use an indicator measuring the trust people have in members of their own ethnic group relative to members of other ethnic groups in the country. 14 This seems to be a good measure of to what extent transactions between co-ethnics should differ from those among non-co-ethnics. I define a country's 'ethnic trust gap' as the average trust respondents report to have in people from their own group minus the average trust they report to have in people from other groups (for a more elaborate definition, see Figure A5 ), and then run the baseline regression first excluding the five countries with the smallest trust gap (Table A4, Sample 7) and next leaving out the countries with the largest gap (Table A4 , Sample 8).
While belonging to a country's largest ethnic group is positively related to experiences with corruption when applying for documents and permits in both sub-samples, as might be expected the effect is larger and more precisely estimated when excluding the countries with smaller ethnic trust gaps.
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With respect to the alternative (water and sanitation) corruption measure (Panel B), in sample 3 we can observe a small positive marginal effect of belonging to the country's largest ethnic group. For the remaining seven sub-samples, on the other hand, the results are in line with the full sample estimation, i.e. suggesting no statistically significant effect of belonging to the largest group. Hence, the restricted sample estimations add to the picture that whether co-ethnics uphold corrupt relationships depends on to what extent the corrupt transaction can be framed as mutually beneficial to both parties involved.
Conclusions
Sub-Saharan Africa is home to some of the world's most corrupt and ethnically fragmented countries. Whereas a growing literature relates macro variation in corruption to ethnic divisions, existing studies have not examined the possible existence of systematic micro variation in corruption along ethnic lines. Against this background, the present paper investigated whether individual corruption experiences vary systematically depending on ethnic group affiliation and, if so, what the nature of this variation is. More specifically, it considered the effect of belonging to influential ethnic groups -in terms of relative group size or relative economic and political standing -arguing that this should help proxy for a greater probability that the encountered public official is a co-ethnic.
Viewing ethnic groups as institutions for collective action, a shared culture may make coethnics more effective than non-co-ethnics in communicating and working together and in establishing cooperative norms. Also, shared membership in a social network may enable co- Empirical findings drawing on data for more than 23,000 respondents in 17 African countries indeed suggest that individual corruption experiences vary systematically along ethnic lines. The baseline estimations, focusing on experiences with corruption when applying for documents and permits, suggested that belonging to influential ethnic groups is associated with a greater probability of having experienced corruption. Provided that belonging to a larger and economically/politically stronger group helps proxy for a greater probability of the corrupt public official being a co-ethnic, this should imply more corruption among co-ethnics, supporting the idea that enforcement mechanisms within ethnic groups could act to strengthen corrupt contracts.
Importantly, though, the results depend on the type of corruption considered. In line with the idea that whether co-ethnics uphold or prevent corrupt relationships depends on to what extent the corrupt transaction could be perceived as mutually beneficial to both parties involved, using an alternative corruption measure capturing corruption that is more clearly extortive, there is less evidence of more corruption among co-ethnics. However, whereas the extent to which co-ethnics uphold corrupt relationships seems to vary with the type of corrupt transaction considered, the empirical estimations never suggest a negative relationship between 'influential group' affiliation and corruption experience. Hence, the empirical findings provide no evidence for co-ethnics acting to prevent corrupt transactions.
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In order to be able to effectively tackle corruption we need to understand along which dimensions it varies. In general terms, the empirical findings of this paper highlight the relevance of not only considering systemic differences in corruption levels, but also taking account of within-country variation in individual experiences with corruption. More specifically, they suggest systematic variation in corruption experiences based on ethnic affiliations, and that for corruption containing an element of collusion the ties among coethnics could act to uphold corrupt relationships. These relationships could be investigated further with detailed data on ethnic affiliations of both the bribe-giver and the bribe-taker. In the meantime, the results point to the importance of impartiality in the state apparatus, and to the danger of appointing public officials based on ethnic affiliations. Notes: Standard errors (clustered by region) in parentheses; *significant at 10%, **significant at 5%, ***significant at 1%. Observations are weighted using combined within×across country weights. The within-country weights adjust the samples to be nationally representative with respect to gender, region, urban-rural distribution etc. The across-country weights adjust all country samples to the same size (N=1200). region) in parentheses; *significant at 10%, **significant at 5%, ***significant at 1%. Observations are weighted using combined within×across country weights. The within-country weights adjust the samples to be nationally representative with respect to gender, region, urban-rural distribution etc. The across-country weights adjust all country samples to the same size (N=1200). region) in parentheses; *significant at 10%, **significant at 5%, ***significant at 1%. Observations are weighted using combined within×across country weights. The within-country weights adjust the samples to be nationally representative with respect to gender, region, urban-rural distribution etc. The across-country weights adjust all country samples to the same size (N=1200). .4
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